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I .  INTRODUCTION

On 26 August 1975 , during the arrestment of an F—4 aircraft , an

3 arresting cable parted ; as a result , the aircraft rolled off the deck
causing the loss of the aircraft , including the pilot and radar inter-
cept officer . A complete metallurgical analysis was made of the
failed cable.

In the process of the investi gat ion , special tests aimed at simu-
la t ing the condit ions which led to the cable f a i l u r e  were conducted by
th e Nava l Air Engineering Center (NAEC) at the Naval Air  Test Fac i l i ty
(NATF) . By examining these cables plus failed deck—pendants supplied
from former wire reel qualifica tion tests , much new information concern—
ing various types of wire failures in deck—pendants was found .

The metallurgical investigations included 30X visual examination ,
metallography , microhardness and scanning electron microscopy , plus
tensile and bending tests. The results of the studies , including evalua-
tion of the cause of the FOR deck—pendant failure , are detailed in the
following report.
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H r
I I .  SUMMARY

1. In running attempted simulation tests at the RALS site , extra
attention was given to effects of less than perfect hook points. This
stemmed from the fact that on the first arrestment on the FDR which followed
the one in which the F—4 aircraft was lost , 11 wires were broken. Examination
revealcd that the hook point used in this arrestment had worn, sharp edges.
The possible effects of such hook points contribut ing to the premature
failure of the FDR cable Seregiven special attention in the studies which
followed .

2. The tests conducted by NAEC at NATF, which attempted to simulate
the FDR cable failure , studied hook point quality, the amount that arrestments
were off—center , and engaging speeds giving up to 115% of maximum allowable
hook load as variables.

3. The metallurgical tests which led to the classification of failure
modes included visual examination (up to 30X), scanning electron microscopy ,
metallographic examination , inicrohardness tests , and some mechanical test
evaluation .

4. Mechanical tests on the failed FDR cable showed that the used
cable still met minimum strength requirements for new wire rope. Strength
of wires taken immediately adjacent to the failure showed no significant
degradat ion of properties.

5. Metallurgical examinations of the parted FDR cable, simulation
test cables and failed qualification deck—pendant test cables showed 5
basic different types of individual wire failures:

a. Wires which are severed or chopped by a sharp instrument —

presumably a hook point . Such failures were found when 11 wires failed
in the arrestment following the pendant failure on the FDR, and were dupli-
cated in a simulation test at the RALS site when the same sharp edged hook
point was used .

b. Wires which fail in pure tension . The tensile overloads
occur when many other wires have already broken for some other reason ;
the tensile overload failures are then the last wires in the cable to break.

c. Shear failures — these are similar to the tensile failures
above except that some cable wires will fail in shear because of heavy
interstrand bearing loads found in a woven strand construction .

d. Irregular shear failures — These start as cracks in brittle
surface layers which develop during previous arrestments. The cracks
generate tears in the base wire. These tears allow the wire to break at
reduced loads. Such failures were found to form under two sets of
conditions .

1) As a result of being rubbed continously during

(~~mu1tip1e arrestments;  such failures start  af ter  some arreetments have
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already occurred (normally 15 — 80 for  high energy arrestmenta). At thts
point , wires start to fail at a rate of one wire break per 2 — 10 arrest—
ments; after 4 — 7 wires have failed , the failure rate increases up to as
much as 3 wire breaks per arrestment. When a critical number of wires have
failed (believed t o  he about 12 wires In a single lay length) the cable is
expected to be vulnerable to a complete failure on the next arrestment .

NOTE: This is the common failure mode found in fleet service and
is the basis for pendant inspection and the removal of cable after 4
b roken wires are found .

2) When wire  containing brittle surface layers formed in previous
arrestments is subjected to a heavy tensile load which includes bending .
The bend stresses can develop the same brittle cracks , initiate tears and
cause wire failures similar to those described in 4Dl). Under these
conditions , however , many wires can fail in a single arrestment; even
enough to allow failure of the remaining cable.

Such failures were found in the broken FDR cable , in failed cables
taken from pendant evaluation tests and in one simulation test in which
previously arrested cable was exposed to high (115% of rated hook loads)
speed arrestments.

5. Fractures similar to those found in the failed FDR cables were
generated in simulation tests when cable exposed to normal F—4 landing
patterns were then exposed to high speed , (high load) engagements. In
these tests, the high engaging speeds had to be repeated several times on
the same cable before the FOR type fractures were duplicated.

6. The b r i t t l e  sur face  layers believed to be necessary to start
the cross deck pendant failures in these tests were evaluated. The
coatings are those previously identified as unetched martensite. Recent
work indicates the structure identification may be incorrect; the behavior
as a brittle structure is the same, however.

7. The thickness of the layer formed did not vary as a result of
hook point quality, excessive high speed or degree of off—center of the
arreatment ; the amount of surface developing the brittle layers did vary
depending on conditions of the arrestment.
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I I I .  CONCLUSIONS

1. Cross—deck pendant failure modes can be determined by metallurgical
analysis. At least four different causes for cross—deck pendant wire failure
were found . These are :

1) C I I t t i n g  of wires  as a resul t  of being h i t  by a sharp edged
hook.

2) Repeated rubbing by hook points in a series of high energy
arrestments.

3) Overload of wires previously conditioned by aircraft arrest—
ments.

4) Even higher tensile overloads , capable of breaking wires in
any condition .

2. Use of less than perfect hook points , particularly those with
sharp edges, can cause severe deck—pendant cable damage .

3. The cross-deck pendant failure which occurred on the FOR was
the result of a severe tensile overload during the last arrestment .

4. The fracture modes found on the failed FDR deck—pendant were
duplicated in part with simulation tests performed by NAEC. These wire
fractures were developed when a cable , prevously used under arrestment
conditions duplicating those seen by the failed FDR cable, was exposed
to overspeed arrestments.

5. The initial overspeed arrestments on the conditioned cable did
not cause wire breakage. The last four high overspeed arrestments caused
fracture of 17 wires, 12 of which duplicated the fractures found on the
failed FDR cable.

6. Less than perfect hook points were sometimes used in the arrest—
ments duplicating the fracture mode; however, use of these hook points
without an excessive engaging speed did not cause similar damage.

7. In spite of the presence of 24 broken wires an off center over—
speed arrestment did not part the test cable.
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VII. BACKGROUND

The cross—deck pendant on the FUR failed during an F—4 arrestment
during night 1’arrier qualifications. The pendant failed on the 22nd
arrestment on the pendant. Aircra ft weigh t was within prescribed limits
(36,200 lb.) and at proper speeds (based on the LSO estimates). The
landing occurred within the area considered “on—cente r ” . The cable parted
after 85% of the arrestment was completed . Other details are covered
in NAEC Misc .  09861.

Pertinent to the investigation which ensued was an incident which
occurred a f t e r  the  pendant  f a i l u r e .  A f t e r  the  acciden t , a new deck
pendan t was installed . On the first arrestment seen by the new cable ,
11 broken wi r e s  were found . An examina t ion  of the hook po in t  used in
this arrestment revealed that it had been worn to a very sharp edge at
the ends of the throat groove area (See figure 1). The 11 broken wires
appeared to have been “chopped” or severed by the  sharp hook point  ed ge.
It  was then  d isc losed t h a t  the same hook poin t  which had broken 11 wires
in one arrestment had also been used In at least three arrestments of
the cable wh ich had fa i l ed , lead ing to loss of the F—4 aircraft. The
poss ib i l i t y  t h a t  the  sharp edged hook point  had somehow indirectly caused
the u l t i m a t e  f a i l u r e  of the cross—deck pendant was examined in some
of the tests which followed .

To aid in the failure investigation , two series of test were run
at the RAL S site at Naval Air Test Facility, Lakehurst. A synopsis of
the first tests are summarized in Table I. In these , engaging speeds
were l imi ted  to  those which would give maximum allowable cable tension .
A second ser ies  of tests  were run in which higher engag ing speeds which
permitted hook loads up to 115% of allowable were used .

As par t of the me tal lurg ical investigation , samples of failed deck
pendan ts were sought for use as comparisions. Such samples were
available from cable qualification test failures. In these tE~S tN , samples
of a l l  reels of cable submitted for use as cross—deck pendants are øub—
jected to actual dead—load arrestments at conditions which create at
least a 20% overload of maximum allowable cable tensions. In these
tests, conducted at NATF , pendants are subjected to 20 ft. off—center
arrestments using MK— 7 MOD 1 gear with no sheave dampers . Samples must
be capable of surv iving 4 such severe arrestuients before the cable
material is accepted. Occasionally, either because of poor cable quality
or erratic test conditions , deck pendants have failed . Several such
failed samples from previous tests were available , and these fractures
were used for the metallurg ical investigations.

I
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V I I I .  SIMULATION TEST RESULTS

B e f o r e  di seii ’~sing the results of the meta llurgical investigations ,
It I s  h e l p f u l  to a e v i e w  t h e  r e s u l t s  of the s i m u l a t i o n  tests cond ucted
by NAEC ot the Runway Arrested Landing Site (RALS ) at NATE .

Here , taxi— ins of F—4 aircraft engaged test deck—pendants in a
MARK 7 MOD 1 gear under conditions which attempted to duplicate the fail-
ure of the FDR pendant. The factors which were first studied were hook
point quality and the degree of off—center hits. In the final test series,
high  speed engagements were added to  the mix cf “had ” conditions.

The r e su l t s  of these tests  are summarized in Table I.

Note that in these tests , engagemen ts were alway s stopped when a
“critical” number of broken wires were reached , ra ther than because of
a complete break of the cable. This Is based on what is felt to be the
normal pattern of deck—pendant behavior in fleet service. Here , it has
been found that after some number of arrestments (which can vary greatly
but normally star t at abo ut 50 arres tmen ts for hi gh energy engagements)

- .  single , individual wires start to break. Initially, breaks occur one
every 3 - 10 arrestments . After several wires are broken , the ra te of
individual wires breaking increas~~ up to a normal maximum of 3 wires/
arrestment until a critical number has been reached. In previous tests
conducted by NAEC , this number was 12 wires in a single lay. When such
a number of broken wires were found , the cable would completely fail
within the next three arrestments.

It is based on these results that deck—pendants are examined in fleet
use for broken wires , and replaced when 4 broken wires are found. Such
a criteria is considered conservative since it Is normally well below
the point at which the cable is considered capable of failing in a
single engagement. That pendant failures are almost never found in
fleet service (The FDR failure is the first reported in 5 years and only
the 2nd such failure in 20 years) Is a tribute to the safety of this
failure criterion .

I
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IX . MATERIAL AND FRACTURE ANALYSTS RESULTS

The fa i l ur e anal ysis Included mechanical strength tests of m dlvi—
dual wires making up the failed cable (from areas where no immediate
arr es tmen t damage was no ted , plus areas where rubbing and/or abrasion
had occurred) plus testing of sections of the full cable.

Visual examination was made of the failed cable fracture followed
b y me ta l lograph ic and microhardness tests of the wires making up the cable
and scann ing el ect ron micros copy of the fractured ends themselves. The
metallograph ic and microhardness tests were extended to pendants used
in the NAEC simulation tests and finally to failed cables taken fran

cable qualification tests.

A. V isual Exam ina tion

Examination of the deck—pendant which had parted on the FDR showed
that all fracture occurred over a small area. The failure was located
at 47’ 5” from the end of the port swaged fitting , about 3 feet off—
center to starboard . Based on Plat films examined later , the fa i l ure
occurred close to the point of initial impact. Some of the Ind ividua l
broken ends had apparently rubbed on the deck after the failure. These
showed abnormal amounts of abrasion . The appearance of the balance of
the cable was “normal”. Some hemp extrusion was noted near the failure
poin t , but this usually occurs in a cable after it has failed.

Two broken wires other than in the fracture area were located about
12—24 inches from the failure . These had been reported in the routine
cable examination which had occurred prior to the arreatment.

Failed Wire Fracture Surfaces

The fractured ends from both sides of the failed cable were all
examined ind ividually under a binocular microscope . One observation
was that on many of the wires a smooth rubbed surface was observed.
This layer had been observed frequently in the past and identified
as unetched or “white martensite ”. Subsequent tests verified the presence
of this structure , although some question was raised as to the correct-
ness of the “white rnartensite” identification . It is now believed that
this layer of hard brittle material is similar to that found in roller
bearing applications , railroad tracks and even on the inside surface
of cold swaged steel terminals. As such , it is a severely deformed structure
which ,%

~
htle similar to inartensite , is even harder and does not require the

time or the temperature of the wire to reach transformation temperature
to develop. Tests are currently underway to verify the nature of
this surface layer more accurately. For the sake of continuity in this
report with previously published results , this layer will be referred
to as “white inartensite ” for the balance of the report , even though
this label may be demonstrated to be inaccurate in the future .

The classification of the wire failures are shown in Table II.
While the table lists those wires containing “white martensite”, closer

L I  -J
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e x a m i n a t i o n  revea led  t h a t  only In specific cases did the white martensite
play a si gnifIcant role in the fracture. Those for the port side breaks ar~
so noted.

The f r a c t u r e s  were of th ree  basic  types ( f o u r , i i  w i r e s  wh hi , sl ow

v’ di s t ort [on as rest i l  t of damage after the cab 1 fracture , are cuss Ide red
These included’ as the first two types, tensile cup—cone fractures and 45
shear failures , both of which are found in any severe tensile overload tests
of wire rope . (see figures 2, 3). These failures are expected for the
wires which break after other wires have failed first for any special reason
(such as fatigue in the case of purchase cable. ) As such , they are the
I ist wires to break in typ ical service , but are the effects rather than the
cause of the failure.

The other type of fracture noted was ajagged , irregular shear. In
these failures , fracture starts on the smooth surface layer (shown later
to be the martensitic—type structure). A crack forms across the britt le
layer , then extends to a partial 45 shear . The back half of the wire then
tends to fail in tension , (see figure four). It is the occurrance of these
fractures which , it is believed , initiate the failure of the cable.

The irregular shear failures were also found when examining the
fractures of the test cables which had completely broken in the pendant
material qualification tests. -

The fractures of the individual broken wires which were found in
the RALS simulat ion tests were also irregular shear type. Since these are
typical of fleet service broken wires , it was important to establish
whether these fractures differed from those taken from the failed FDR
deck—pendant .  Subsequen t me tal log raph ic  and scanning electron microscopy
examination revealed consistant differences between these apparently
similar fractures. These differences are discussed in detail in this
report. The significance of these differences is that it shows that
the failed FDR cable fracture mode was unique for field servic.e deck-
pendants .

The 11 broken wires from the single arrestment incident were also
examined . These wires were very evidently “chopped” or severed as shown
in figure 5. In the simulation program conducted by NAEC at the RALS
s i t e , after the seventh arrestment using the same sharp edged hook that
had severed 11 wires  in a single arreatment on the FDR, 7 broken wires
were found , all breaks occurr ing in the last arrestment. These wires had
the same severe plastic deformation or chopped appearance as did the
11 wires broken in the single FDR arrestment . Thus, the damage resulting
from a sharp edged hook was duplicated in the NAIF tests .

Significantly, none of the wires taken from the parted FDR cable
exhibited the severe local necking characteristics of the “chopped” wire
failures . This indicated that while a sharp edged hook could indeed cause
abnorma l wire damage , this had not been a failure mode in the case of the
FDR cable which had parted .

L J
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Metaflographlc mounts revealed the presence of a second phase
structure which had forme d on the surface of many of the wires. The
layer (which appears to be similar to unetched martensite) was found in
selected areas of all the test cables examined , including those having as
few as three arrestements with good hook points. Use of metal etching
tests had indicated tha t  the m ar t ens i t i c—type  layers formed on any
F-4 arrestment. Note tha t  some degree of o f f  center ar res tment  had
occurred in al l  the tests  examined.

Microhardness tests on a variety of selected wires showed the
hardness of the brittle surface layers were all Rc—65—70— extremely hard ,
too hard for normal as—quenched m a r t e n si t e .  The hardness was the same for
all wires tested , regardless of the hook quality or number of arrestments
or engaging speed used in the arrestments which created the surface
layers .

Wires from pendants used in all of the RALS simulation tests were
examined . In selected areas of wires from all of the cables examined ,
the maximum thickness of the brittle surface layers was approximately
the same — about 0.003” (see figure 6). Where multiple hits had
occurred , the effects of the heat of the arrestment could be seen as a
tempered structure of the martensitic—type layers; however , any freshly
formed unetched material still has an approximate thickness of 0.001 -

O.O(~3 (see figure 7).

Failed Cable

The wires taken from the FDR failed cable were examined. In those
wires categorized as having the jagged or irregular fractures , the pre-
sence of the martensitic—type brittle surface layer was confirmed. In
these wires , the brittle surface layers contained horizontal cracks. These
cracks had acted as stress raisers which then led to 45 shear tears in
the base metal (see figure 8). These shear tears extended up to as much
as half the diameter of the base layer. The remaining reduced cross
section of the wire then failed in tension .

The preponderence of the irregular jagged fractures were found
in three adjacent strands . It is believed that failure first occurred

4 in these strands. In the opposite strands the wires exhibited mostly
tensile and shear fractures . When martensitic—type surface layers were
present in these strands, any perpendicular crack appeared to s.op as it
extended into the base metal. The cracks would tend to “blunt out ” as
they entered the base metal. (See figure 9).

General Surface Cracks

In examining wires taken from the RALS simulation tests, it was
found that two different types of cracks developed in the brittle martensitic—
type surface layers. The straight cracks which were similar to those
observed in the FDR cable were found in cable having had 7 arreatments
L -J
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with a “had ’ hook point; with 5 — 7 arrestment s made with a “new ” hook

point , cracks t t)tlfld in samples taken f rom the RAI.S tests show a curved

-ra ck. (frjg,ir&. 10).

It is believed that the “straight ” cracks , completel y perpen-
dicular to the rubbed surface are a result of bending in wire which
contains 

~ yiou~~L 
formed martensit ic—type brittle surfaces. The “curved ’

c racks are though t to be the result of severe rubbing of a previously
formed brittle layer , and is more like a spalling crack. Both types
requi re previously formed brittle surface layers, hut then result fromJ different types of applied stress.

Cable exposed to 22 arrestments with a “good” hook point ex—
hibited both straight and curved cracks (See figure 11). It can not
be stated whether or not the earlier appearance of the straight horizontal
cracks were a result of the use of the sharp edged hook point , or merely
the resul t  of mater ia l  conta ining m a r t e n s i t i c— t y p e  su r face  layers having
been bent in tension earlier in this  one cable than in o thers . Note  tha t
in the single arrestment in which the sharp edged hook broke 11 wires,
a heavy martensitic—type layer was found , but no cracks were observed
(See figure 12).

Here , one of the two major significant differences between the
FDR failed cables and the individual broken wires from the simulation
tests were observed . Except for the fractured wires in the last tea .:
cable (discussed later) all the individual broken wires in the simulated
RALS tests showed the curved type cracks in the martensitic—like
layers (See figure 13).

In the last simulation test , a deck—pendant exposed to arrest-
ments which simulated those seen by the cable which ultimately failed
on the FDR was then exposed to a series of high speed engagements using
a variety of hook points. For the first time in the simulation tests,
fractures were observed which were similar to those found on the FDR .
The wires whose fractures duplicated those found in the failed FDR
cable were found on the side opposite from where the cable had been
rubbed . Those fractured wires taken from the area in which the hook
had obvious ly been rubbing most frequently exhibited fractures typical
of those taken from cables in which normal slow, individual wire
failures occur. (See figure 14).

C. Mechanical Property Tests

An eight foot section of deck—pendant taken away from the
fracture area was cut from the failed FDR cable . After pouring sockets
on both ends , the cable was pulled to destruction . The cable broke at
193,000 lb. This value , while it showed some drop—off from the original
cable reel values (200,000 lb.) still exceeded the minimum requirements
for cross—deck pendant cable of 188,000 lbs.

Individual wires were also pulled so as to determine strength
of wires near the fracture itself. The results are shown in Tables II
and IV. Because of the distortion of the wires taken from the area nearL

- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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the fracture , it was difficult to measure reductions in area. It can

be seen hou ever , tha t the wires from the FDR cable are normal for this

type of pendant and show no drop—off in strength.

Several wires of one strand did break at lower than normal
tensile values . Examination revealed that these wires might have seen
bending through martensitic—type surface layers.

To establish that bending through br ittle layers could allow
low break failures , wires were exposed to impac t bend loads us ing a

f Gardner impact adherence test (See appendix for description). I~ere
it was found that wires containing martensitic layers would break
at much lower values if they are hit so that the brittle layer is bent
in tension . With no martensitic—type layer, or with the brittle layer
bent in compression , the wires could not be broken in these tests.

A series of wires taken from various RALS tests were then
tested , all such that the wires were impacted with the brittle marten—
sitic— type surface layers in bending tension. Results in Table IV show
that with one unexplained exception , all wires , including those taken
from the FDR .fajiurcb rapidly reach a constant low breaking value.

U. Scanning Electron Nicroscop~

The fractured surfaces of the failed deck—pendants wires
were examined with a scanning electron microscope at the Franklin
Institute Research Lab and at the Naval Air Rework Facility (NARF)
at North Island and at Jacksonville.

Except for the initiating cracks found in the brittle
martensitic—type layers , all the fractures were ductile (void coal-
escence) type tensile breaks.

The fractures of the failed FDR cable wires, believed to be
the first to fracture, originate with a brittle crack through the marten—
sitic—type layer. These fractures show a fine celled structure with
almost no ductility . The crack then becomes a ductile shear tear
as it extends into the base wire . Finally a second ductile tear
results from where the 45 shear tear stops. (See figures 15, 16).

As opposed to this type of failure, a typical fracture of
an individ ual wire which fails as a single break in the course of nor-
mal arresting cable life is shown in Figures 17 thru 20. The crack
through the nartensitic—type layer is frequently layered . This results
from the fact that the brittle layer always shows indication of
multiple hits in this area with resultant partially tempered layers.
As the crack starts through the tempered layer (or possibly starts at
the in te r face  of a tempered— non tempered layer) its propagation path alters .

In addition to the layering effect through the brittle zone, all
of these single wire failures show evidence of at least two separate
crack initiation sites. In Figure 17 the presence of smeared metal
leading to a second crack direction is seen over the straight crack ,

L showing that metal was deformed and a second crack started after the

;. -
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first brittle ct~a- k had formed. The ductile tear portion , when viewed
by the scanning electron microscope at first gives the appearance of
a fati gue surface. Closer examination at higher magnification reveals
this is actually a “rubbed ” structure. This, however , does show that
the ductile tear is present for more than one arrestment (See figures
19, 20).

I

I
I

L1
I
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Before dl scuss tog the significanc e of the met a l l urg i cal examinat ions
some comments are necessary about general observat tons mode during thi s NATI
s imu l at ion tests . ~) Ic ro etch tests showed that tIn’ hr It t ie mart ens I t i c — I  ype
la yers appeared after the first off—center F—4 arrestment . The amount formed
would vary with the amount of stick—slip involved , so that the more off—center
th e arrestment , the greater the quantity of brittle surface layer formed .
(Stick—slip is the phenomenon in which , during an off—center arrestment , a hook
point cold welds to the cable until a break—away force builds up, forcing
th e hook to sl ide r a p i d ly along the cable.) It also appeared that for all other
conditions being the same, the amount of “martensite” layer formed in a given
arrestment increases if a sharp edge hook point is used .

The brittle layer forms only where the cable is rubbed by the hook
point. Because the cable is twisting, however , the entire periphery of
the surfac e may be covered after a certain number of arrestments. At

times the cables had 3600 coverage of brittle surface layer in some areas
after 7 arrestments. It was observed that at some point , the cable takes
an oval shape . Once this happens , the path of the hook starts to follow a

set IBttern .Transverse cracks in the brittle surface layer start to appear
after the second or third arrestrnent. The type and amount of these cracks
can not be accurately determined in these tests. It is believed that the
straight transverse cracks shown in Figure 21 result primarily when a previ—
ously formed layer is bent in tension S

The metallurgical investigations showed several significant things .

1. Wires broken as a result of chopping action by sharp edged hook
point have characteristic severe local deformation just below the fracture.
These were not present in the fractures taken from the FDR cable failure.

2. The typ ical failure cycle of deck—pendant cables in which indi-
vidual wires fail over the course of several arrestments leads to a frac-
ture mode of the individual wires which while not fatigue failure in the
classical sense , do demonstrate dependance on more than one arrestinent
prior to fracture . None of the failed wires taken from the parted FDR
cable showed this type of fracture.

3. At least 16 of the wire fractures from the failed cable have
brittle fracture initiation through a thin martensitic—type of brittle
surface layer . This brittle surface layer in the presence of a bending
action would allow the wire to break under a reduced tensile load.

4. In other arrested cable , including many supplied by the tests
conducted at NATF, it was found that the brittle inartensitic type layers
are present after any off—center F—4 arrestment . The maximum thickness
of the layer does not seem to be dependant on the number of arrestments
or on the quality of the hook point. The structure of this layer appears
to be the same also (based on microhardness readings) although x—ray
diffraction analysis is required to verify this.

L

‘ - p~.



4N . NA ~~C . 2 4 5 5 ( R t V .  2 . 6 8 )  NAEC—ENG 7910

~~~~~~ ~~~~. 
, ,. .,  PAGE 10

r
5. I ractures similar to those found in the failed FDR cables were

generated In slmu lat (on tests when cable exposed to normal F—4 landing patterns
were then exposed to high speed (high load) engagements.

The significance of the different fracture modes identified deals with
the question of how much prior damage might have existed prior to arrestnient
in which the FDR deck—pendant failed . Since it has been known that pendant
wires may develop cracks , and that normally individual wires break over a
number of arrestments , the question arises of how much wire damage might
have existed prior to the arrestment which parted the cable.

Of the wires from the FDR failed pendant which did not break as tensile
or shear breaks , a jagged , i r regular  shear was noted . These f r ac tu res  are
similar to those which develop slowly over a period of arrestments in normal
cable life . Such fractures could have started prior to the last arrestments ,
the last hit serving only to finish the fracture . The difference in the
fracture mode identified indicates that such was NOT the case. The fracture
mode found in the FDR cables appears to be different from those normally found.
It is a fracture in which cracks initiate and progress to the point of failure
as a result of a single overload. Thus , while preconditioning to the
extent that brittle surface layers had to have formed in an area where over-
load and/or bending can cause fracture , the fracture itself occurs completely
during the final arrestment!

In the examination of the failed cable , emphasis is placed on the frac-
tures of wires containing the brittle martensitic—type surface layers. It
should be noted that deck—pendants can fail without such surface layers if
exposed to a sufficiently high tensile load. One such failure has occurred
in the cable qualification tests in which a cable failed on the first dead
load test.

In that cable , no martensitic type brittle layers had caused fracture .
All wires showed tensile or shear fracture . Very severe notching was
observed (See figure 22). As opposed to the deformation on “chopped ” or
cut wire failures , these notches were longitudinal indents. The general
impression was that the wires had been pushed severely, causing them to
press abnormally against each other until the cable parted from the over—
load .

In other failures which occurred after 2 or 3 prior arreatments, some
martensitic—type shear induced fractures were found which were similar to
those in the failed FDR cable (See figure 23).

These tests showed that if the overload is great enough , cable can fail
without the presence of the brittlo surface layer; however , in the only known
case in which this did occur , the individual wires showed severe notching.
This notch ing was not observed in the FDR cable failure .

Tests at Track 1 at NATF have shown that when only one or two full
strands fracture , it is the wire not being rubbed by the hook point
(material in maximum bending tension) that will fail first. Since the
lowered breaking strength of these wires is a result of having brittle
~~~rface layers being bent, then obviously the presence at such materal will

I; I
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~allow failure to occur at reduced cable loads.

Since ti r e brittle surface layers are always present , the ir
presence alone is insufficient to cause cable failure. While the studies
disc ussed have shown that prema ture damage to the w ires wh ich fa iled
did not occur , cl ose examination of the RALS test in which FDR fracture
modes were finally duplicated suggests one other possibility. Examinat ion

of Lable VI in which the history of a test cable is summarized shows that
damaged wires started to occur rapidly only after several excessively

high speed arrestments had first taken place with no apparent wire damage.
It is possible that these arrestments had weakened the general cable
strength through variables like core damage such that the energy
of the later excess speed arrestments was able to finally transmit
loads which caused damage to the wire opposite the hook rub area. Of
course , if the speed and/or energy of the arrestment which finally caused
failure had been great enough , such cable weakening would not have been
necessary.

Hook_Point

The possibility of a sharp edged hook hav ing caused prel iminary
breaks through a cutting ac tion has , if anything, been discounted in the
NATF tests; however , the possibility of a hook somehow grabbing the cable
to cause a greater than normal peak load was considered as a possibil ity.

In this area of disc ussion , the hook which was on the aircraft
wh ich parted the cable was retrieved from the aircraft and examined. The
hook (S/N 11553) had disturbed metal along the toe just below the throat
area . (See figures 24, 25). At first it was believed that the damaged
area resulted from impacting some deck structure after the deck—pendant
had failed and the aircraft was going off the carrier. Closer examination
revealed some wire marks in the disturbed area had formed prior to an
arrestment . Some grease was found below the spalled areas which was
found to contain charred hydrocarbons , indica t ing the hook had been
exposed to a jet blast after the disturbance had occurred- again ind lc r-
ting the disturbed metal was present prior to the last arrestment Since
the time of the FDR cable failure , a hook point was found at NAS C ma
which presumably had had only one bolter . The damage to this hook (See
f i gure 26) is similar to that taken off of the aircraft which had parted
the cable except that the damage is even more severe .

The use of this same hook point (S/N 11553) was not , in itself
sufficient to duplicate the FDR failure in tht~ simulation tests. This
hook was used in some of the tests on the cable in which the FDR fracture
mode was partially duplicated . Its effect could have been significant
in duplicating the fractured wires which resembled those found in the
FDR ; however , close examination of the records show that four of the
high speed engagements caused multiple wire failures. These engagements
had used three differen t hook points including S/N 11553 and all three
caused the same amount of damage (See Table VI).

Again , even if a disturbed hook had caused or contributed to the

1
failure of the wires which initiat ed failure , the results of the RALS
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tests did show that higher than normal cable tension l oads are still
required before the remaining cable will fracture.

Cable Quality

The tests have indicated that individual “w i res ” had not started to
to fall before the final arrestments. The RALS simulation tests did sh ow

that overall cable quality might deteriorate as a result of prior arrest-
ments . In such a case deterioration would be rclated to core quality, rather
than wire strength.

Table ~‘l d id show that high speed arrestments did cause a dupli-
cation of the FOR type fractures but only af ter several high speed engage-
ments had been completed with no severe obvious damage. Since the highest
load used w~ s still unable to breaL the test cable , it is reasonable to
assume that the cable loads created In these high speed engaginents were
still below that needed to cause a complete failure . Initiation of the
FOR type fractures may have required some local overload which resulted
onl y after some wires broke as a result of normal wire fatigue . Then
the cable stresses Imparted by the high speeds used would Increase as a
resul t of these local overloads which could have initiated the FDR type
failures. The other possibility is that loads increased as a result of
hemp deterioration . Such deteriorat ion is reflected in the oval shape
taken on by the wire after a number of arrestinents. This could allow
more of the engaging load to be taken by the wires opposite the hook
point . Since these wires are tie ones which duplicate the FDR breaks , any
mechanism which puts heavier loads or greater bending on these wires accel-
erates failure .

Finally, whe ther the premature wire fractures came from deterio-
rated cores , severe bending as a result of bad hook points or even severed
w ires , the fac t tha t a precondi tioned cable could survive a high speed ,
high load engagement with 24 broken wires indicates that the load which
completely failed the FDR cable had to be even higher than that created
by a 125 MPH engaging velocity.

I
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TABLE II PAGE 15

I INDIVIDUAL WIRE FRACTURE CLASSIFICATION FOR FDR FAILED CABLE

STARBOARD SIDE

STRAND TENSILE SHEAR PINCHED IRREGULAR SHEAR WIRES WITH BRITTLE
SURFACE LAYERS (UN-
ETCHED MARTENS ITE)

#1 4 8 2 4

#2 2 8 2 4 5

3 9 8 9

I #4 5 5 2 4 6

#5 1 8 3 3 3

I #6 7 3 2 2 4

TOTAL 22 42 9 19 31

I

-

(
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TABLE III

TENSILE STRENGTHS OF FOR CABLE WIRE TAKEN NEAR SWAGFD TERHINAL

STRAND # 4

OUTER LAYER TENSILE STRENGTH , PSI % ~REDUCTION IN
AREA

#1 303 ,245 41.0
2 294 ,990 38.5
3 302 , 385 4 3.0
4 317 ,680 43.5
5 303 ,245 43.0
6 303 ,865 43.5
7 303 ,865 39.0
8 314 ,915 42.0
9 311,230 38.0

10 317 ,680 40.0
11 308,525 42.0
12 294,430 41.5

INNER LAYER

1 315,020
2 307 ,640
3 296 ,820
4 307 ,690
5 296,820
6 307 ,690
7 307,690
8 303,920
9 303 ,920

10 315,020
11 303,920
12 307,960

J
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TABLE IV

MECHANICAL PROPERTIES OF THE WIRE MAKING UP
TUE FAIlED FDR CABLE TAKEN ADJACENT TO THE FA ILED AREA

OUTER LAYER WIRE AM) STRAND #3 TENSILE STRENGTH PERCENT REDUCTION OF

_____ 
PSI AREA

1 291 ,600 44 %
2 282 ,600 Area Fla tt ened
3 277 ,100 Reduction In
4 306,000 Area Measurements
5 280 ,000 Could not be
6 316 ,050 Made
7 282 ,600
8 282 ,600
9 285 ,250

10 275 ,000
11 302 ,700
12 291,600

STRAND #4

1 281,78”
2 292 ,600

276 ,500
283 ,600
297 ,420

6 302 ,600
292 ,130

8 278 ,950

10 
282 ,600 ::
230 ,85011 249 ,50012 250 ,800

I
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IMPACT TEST RESULTS FOR WIRES TAKEN FROM VARI OUS CABLES

CAl~I.E FROM WHICH WIRE SURFACE CONDITION MINIMUM IMPACT
WAS TAKEN (NO. ARREST- LOAD TO FAII.URE
MENT, HOOK QUALITY) _____________________________ — (in. — lbs.)

For Failed Cable “Mar tensite” Layer 70
Bent in Tens ion

For Failed Cable “Martensi te” Layer 60
Bent In Tension

For Failed Cable “Martensite” Layer > 160
Bent in Compression

3 Arres tments , Good “Mar tens ite” Layer 80
Hook Point Bent in Tension

3 Arrestments , Sharp “Mar tensite” Layer 80
Edged Hook Point Bent in Tension

1 7 Arres tments , Bad “Mar tensite” Layer 65
Hook Point Bent in Tension

22 Arres tments , Good “Martensite” Layer 60
Hook Point Bent in Tension

26 Arrestments , Good “Martensite” Layer 60
Hook Point Bent in Tension

43 Arres tments , Good “Martensite” Layer 60
Hook Point Bent in Tension -

22 Arrestments, wires taken No Surface Layer > 160
from area not impacted by
Hook Point

I
I

- - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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DECK PENDANT TEST 1)ATA ON SIMULATED FDR CONDITIONS
PLUS OVERSPEED ARRESTMENTS

PENDANT #DR37870—H

FEET
ARRESTMENTS AIRCRAFT OFF CENTER P BROKEN TOTAL
ON I~ENI)ANT VEL . WGT. C ’S UOOK STBD (FT.) % OVERLOAD WIRES #8W

1 112.9 36.3K 3.14 9898 4
2 111.3 37.7K 3.24 “ 4
3 117.2 37.2K 3.48 “ 4
4 109.1 36.4K 2.94 12 11 8 3
5 117.3 36.5K 3.38 4
6 121.i 37.7K 3.70 ‘ 4 6.0
7 117.9 37 .4K 3.77 “ 8 5.0
8 107 8 37 7K 294 “ 5
9 112.2 37.4K 3.15 “ 4
10 123.4 37.0K 3.88 “ 4 9.3
11 117.7 37.5K 3.62 111 06 2
12 122.6 37.0K 3.95 “ 3 8.5

- 13 114.4 36.6K 3.45 “ 5
14 113.9 36.2K 3.48 “ 5
15 108.3 37.7K 3.10 7~ 4I 8
16 119.5 37.4K 3.56 “ 4 5.4 1 BW
17 118.8 37.0K 3.75 “ 13 8.9
18 114.5 37.5K 3.39 9898 4
19 114.2 37.2K 3.41 “ 4
20 117.8 36.7K 3.77 “ 4 2.0
21 118.7 37.5K 3.58 11553 5 5.0
22 123.2 37.5K 4.04 7441 5 9•4
23 120.2 37.2K1 3.92 “ 4 6.6
24 118.6 37.4K 3.68 9898 5 1.5
25 122.4 “ 4.02 “ 5 11.6
26 117.6 “ 3.69 11553 6 9.4 1 BW 2
27 122.5 “ 4.00 “ 6 6.6 1 BW 3
28 123.0 “ 5.04 5 1.5
29 116.4 “ 4.10 ‘ 4 11.6
30 121.8 “ 3.50 9898 3 4.6
31 121.8 “ 3.80 9898 3 8.6
32 122.5 “ 4.04 11557 6 8.0
33 125.0 “ 4.25 “ 6 12.1
34 120.3 “ 3.75 7441 6 7.5
35 121 9 “ 3 88 “ 4 11 8 1 BW 4
36 118 7 “ 3 72 9898 6 2 1
37 125.1 “ 4.21 “ 6 11.4
38 121.9 “ 3.78 11553 6 11.9 1 BW 5
39 122.8 “ 3.91 “ 6 13.4 ~ BW 9
40 121.8 “ 3.94 7441 3 7.6 4 814 13
41 123.3 “ 4.15 “ 4 10.7 3 8W 16
42 117.9 “ 3.75 9898 4 2.9
43 122.6 “ 4.11 “ 7 8.4 6 BW 22

_
C - - - . -

~~~~~~~~-
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HOOK POINT DATA FOR ABOVE TEST

(PENDANT #DR37870-H)

HOOK POINT OVERALL HEEL THROAT BOTTOM THROAT

I SERIAL II CONDITION CHIPS CHIPPED ABRATION TOE SHARPNESSSPALLED

12118 N E W 

1 7441 N E W 

10668 USED YES SLIGHT POOR POOR SOME

9898 GOOD USED NO OK OK NO

11108 BAD NO POOR SEVERE SOME

11553 BAD NO YES SEVERE SEVERE YES

H , I

I ti— - 

-_- . 
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